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earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 05 October 2007 , 
2a)E] This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits Is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-25 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-25 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 14 January 2004 is/are: a)S accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction Is required if the drawing(s) Is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed October 5, 2007 have been fully considered but they 

are not persuasive. 

The Applicant argues that Narayanaswami et al. fails to disclose 
comparing the current state of auxiliary infonnation with auxiliary information 
regarding a current video frame. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Narayanaswami et al. discloses in paragraph [CiDSI] that compares the specified 
parameters (auxiliary information) of the current image with the stored specified 
parameters (auxiliary information) of the current image to detemiine if the image 
is authentic. Therefore, Narayanaswami et al. meets the claim limitations and 
the rejection is maintained. 

The Applicant argues that Narayanaswami et al. fails to disclose 
detennining differential information. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Narayanaswami et al. discloses comparing the specified parameters in order to 
determine any differences between them. Therefore, Narayanaswami et al. 
meets the claim limitations and the rejection is maintained. 

The Applicant argues that there would be no reason to annotate the 
differences between the two set of parameters. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Narayanaswami et al. discloses an example in paragraph [0051] 
wherein annotating the differences would be useful. The example consists of an 
insurance agency and a claims adjuster comparing two images to determine if 
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the current image has been modified and if the differences are annotated then 
the claims adjuster can determine from the annotation whether the image was 
modified or that the image was not taken at the corrected location. Therefore, 
Narayanaswami et al. meets the claim limitations and the rejection is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Narayanaswami etal (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0011684). 

Regarding claim 1, Narayanaswami etal. disclose a method comprising: 
maintaining a current state of auxiliary information regarding a sequence of video 
frames, the sequence of video frames being encoded as a video bit stream 
having video frame data for each respective video frame of the sequence of 
video frames (paragraph [0018], [0049]); comparing the current state of auxiliary 
information with auxiliary information regarding a current video frame of the 
sequence of video frames to detemnine differential information (paragraph 
[0051]). However, Narayanaswami etal. fails to explicitly disclose annotating the 
differential Information to the video bit stream as an annotation to the video frame 
data for the current frame. Furthermore, Narayanaswami et al. discloses that a 
parameter, such as location of the camera, is computed to determine its 
displacement, if any, from a previous position, so that the position of the camera 
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may be accurately recorded (paragraph [0035]). Official Notice is taken that the 
differential information (displacement of the camera) can be annotated to the 
video frame data along with storing it as the camera's location parameters to 
ensure calculating the accuracy of the camera location. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made that after comparing a current state of the video information (recorded 
parameters) with gathered video information, if differential information was 
determined to exist, such as if the location of the camera changed, then the 
differential information (e.g. new location of the camera) would be stored as 
annotations to the video frame data to ensure the correct parameter infomiation 
(video information) would be accurately recorded. 

Regarding claim 2, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 including that the current state of 
auxiliary information indicates the latest encoded information (e.g. new location 
of the camera) in the bit stream and Is maintained in a state storage memory (in 
the watermark processor). 

Regarding claim 3, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 including that the auxiliary 
infomnation comprises additional non-visual information regarding video frames 
(see the table on page 4 after paragraph [0043]). 

Regarding claim 4, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 including that the auxiliary 
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information comprises video processing information regarding video frames 
(paragraph [0051]). 

Regarding claim 5, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 as well as further comprising 
encoding the differential information before annotating the differential information 
(Narayanaswami et al. further inherently discloses an encoder coupled to the 
differential generator configured to encode the differential information as an input 
to the annotator, the encoder being inherent in the translation of the differential 
information into the watermark signal). 

Regarding claim 6, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 1 and 5 including that the encoded 
differential information comprises a list of parameters; the parameters being 
described in a tag lookup table (see the table on page 4 after paragraph [0043] - 
a list of parameters that can be watemnarked on the image). 

Regarding claim 7, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 including that annotating the 
differential Information comprises extending the video bit stream format to include 
the differential information (see the rejection of claim 1 above). Furthermore, it 
would have been obvious that after the differential information has been stored 
as annotations to the video frame data the information would actually be 
appended to the video frame data so that the correct parameter information that 



Application/Control Number: Page 6 

10/757,300 
Art Unit: 2621 

was used when capturing the images would be accurately recorded on the frame 
data. 

Regarding claim 8. Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 including that the annotating 
comprises annotating only if the differential information indicates a change from 
the current state of the auxiliary infonnation (paragraph [0039]; see the rejection 
of claim 1 above - furthermore, if there were no differential information then there 
would be nothing to annotate). 

Regarding claim 9, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 1 as well as the method further 
comprising gathering the video information regarding the current video frame 
(paragraph [0051]). 

Regarding claim 10, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 1 and 9 including that the differential 
information comprises the difference between the current state of the auxiliary 
information and the gathered information (paragraph [0051]). 

Regarding claims 11-15, these are machine-readable medium claims 
corresponding to the method claims 1-3, 6, and 7. Therefore, claims 11-15 are 
analyzed and rejected as previously discussed with respect to claims 1-3, 6, and 
7. 
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Regarding claims 16-22, these are apparatus claims corresponding to the 
method claims 1-6. Therefore, claims 16-22 are analyzed and rejected as 
previously discussed with respect to claims 1-6. 

Regarding claim 23, this is an apparatus claim corresponding to the 
method claims 1, 2, 6, and 7 combined. Therefore, claim 23 is analyzed and 
rejected as previously discussed with respect to the combination of claims 1, 2, 
6, and 7. 

Regarding claim 24, Narayanaswami et al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 16 including that the auxiliary 
information comprises additional non-visual information regarding camera 
geometry and identification for the video frames (see the table on page 4 after 
paragraph [0043]; paragraphs [0034] and [0035]). 

Regarding claim 25, Narayanaswami et .al. discloses all the limitations as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 16 including that the auxiliary 
information comprises video processing information regarding descriptions and 
camera positions for the video frames (paragraphs [0034] and [0035]). 

Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Heather R. Jones whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7368. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. - Thurs.: 7:00 am - 4:30 pm, and 
every other Fri.: 7:00 am - 3:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Miller can be reached on 571-272-7353. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Infonnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Heather R Jones 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2621 

HRJ 

December 22, 2007 
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